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#11 
MINUTES OF THE UNIVERSITY COUNCIL 
(Not approved by the Council) 
DATE: November 16, 1966 
MEMBERS PRESENT 
1. Ferman Bishop 
2 . George Drew 
3. John Ferrell 
4. Kenneth Fitch 
5 . Warren Harden 
CALL TO ORDER 
6. Eric Johnson 
7. Lewis Legg 
8 . Warren Perry 
9. Mary Rozum 
10. Stanley Shuman 
11. Eunice Speer 
12. David Sweet 
13. Charles White 
MEMBERS ABSENT 
1 . Richard Bond 
2 • Robert Bone 
The regular meeting of the University Council was called to order by Mr. Harden, chairman, 
at 7: 15 p.m. in room 307 of Hovey Hall. 
APPROVAL OF THE MINUTES 
The secretary, Miss Rozum, indicated that the following statement had been omitted from the 
minutes of October 19, 1966. It should have appeared as the last paragraph under the topic, 
"Amending of Minutes for September 12, 1966," on page 8. 
"President Bone suggested that a committee consisting of Dean Bond, Mr. Harden, 
chairman of the University Council, Mr. Legg, Mr. Shuman, and Mr. White bring 
in material concerning procedures for the assignment of faculty members to departments. 
The Council was in agreement with the President's suggestion." 
Mr. Harden stated that Dean Bond's name should be substituted for Mr. James Fisher's on the 
Committee on Future Development which appeared in the listing of Standing Committees of the 
University Council. The chairman read a letter from Mr. Bruce Kaiser in which he suggested 
that the Student Union Board be corrected to read University Union Board. He also questioned 
whether his name as Director of the University Union shouldn't be listed due to the fact that 
the Constitution of the University Union does list the Director as a member and spells out his 
administrative function on the University Union Board. 
Mr. White moved that the minutes of the October 19, 19 6 6, meeting be approved as amended. 
Mr. Shuman seconded the motion. The motion carried as a result of a voice vote. 
REPORT OF THE TEACHER EVALUATION BOARD 
Mr. Ronald Lyford, student chairman of the Teacher Evaluation Board, began his report by 
reading the Statement of Policy, which can be found at the conclusion of the minutes. Mr. 
Lyford stated that the board had selected the Purdue Rating Scale for Instruction by H. H. 
Remmers and D. N. Elliott, which was first used in 1927 but has been revised constantly. 
The scale rates 10 points on the qualities of the instructor and 16 points on the course. He 
indicated that mean ratings and a profile chart would be sent to each faculty member using the 
instrument and that national and University norms would be available. The Board plans to use 
the Purdue Scale for a period of three semesters and to make a general statement as to the 
results, without using names of individuals, to the University community. In answer to an 
inquiry as to the reliability of the instrument, Mr. Lyford stated that it was . 945. 
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Mr, Sweet suggested several editorial changes on the Statement of Policy and that the names 
of the Board members appear at the conclusion. It was agreed that his suggestions be incorpo-
rated in the copy submitted to the faculty. 
REPORT BY COMMITTEE FOR RECOMMENDING PROCEDURES FOR EVALUATION OF DEPARTMENT 
HEADS AND DEANS 
Dean Keeley began his report by stating that this is really one of the most important questions 
that has faced our University for sometime. He commented that the committee had spent many 
hours in formal meetings and in informal discussions concerning the material in the report. It 
was his opinion that it was fortunate, on one hand, that the committee was formed at this time 
because the University needs a clear policy in regard to this matter, but that it was unfortunate, 
on the other hand, because individuals tend to meet the situation in the light of their present 
circumstances rather than in an objective manner. He commented that the members of the 
committee took their work very seriously, and he expressed his appreciation to them. 
Dean Keeley reviewed the procedures used by the committee: (1) they talked to individuals; 
(2) their original thinking was presented to the college deans and department heads for their 
reactions; and (3) the President and Dean Bond were consulted. The various reactions were 
then weighed and the final report prepared. 
The committee attempted to clarify the present University policy as the members understood it 
and to put into writing what they thought a rationale for policy should be. Dean Keeley stated 
that two items in the policy were of real importance - the need for authority and responsibility 
to be coordinated and the principle of faculty participation. He mentioned that there is some 
disagreement on the campus as to those two points. It is his opinion that whether the depart-
ment head is considered a head or a chairman is crucial to the future of the University. He 
feels that a system of chairmanships moves the responsibility to the deanship. How is it 
possible for a department of many people to be held responsible? The committee felt that we 
now have a system of department heads and not just chairmen. It was stated that there is no 
fixed set of responsibilities for deans at this time. 
Dean Keeley commented that it is possible that there is as much or more faculty participation 
on our campus than at other universities in the country. The committee feels that it is 
important that the faculty be involved in the evaluation of department heads because of their 
contacts and because of the fact that the faculty members are the only people who know about 
activities in the various departments. The committee recommended that a portion of the faculty 
be interviewed each year. Department heads and deans would be evaluated annually and more 
intensely at least once during a four-year period. The same procedures would be used to 
evaluate the deans as the department heads. 
The committee recommends that the interview under almost all circumstances will be considered 
confidential. The exception would pertain to those possible cases in which questions of false 
or seriously irresponsible statements had been made. The two aspects of the situation involve; 
(1) an attempt to obtain complete and accurate information about the performance of department 
heads and deans; 1(2) an attempt to protect heads and deans from having completely irresponsible 
statements made about them. Accordingly, the committee advocates neither one hundred per 
cent secrecy nor one hundred per cent non-secrecy. 
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Dean Keeley mentioned that one member of the committee, John Ferrell, advocates complete 
confidentiality under all circumstances and that he wished to speak to that point. 
Mr. Ferrell, then proposed the following substitution for the lc.:.st sentence of III e on page 6 
of the report: 
"The staff member being interviewed should understand that the dean must make an 
evaluativ,3 judgment as to the significance of the interview; statements which are false 
or irresponsible may be considered as a serious breach of professional ethics." 
Mr. Stanley Rives, chairman of the Professional Standards Committee of the American Associa-
tion of University Professors, was asked for reactions. He stated that his committee agreed 
that the evaluation is good and that faculty participation is needed. He felt that the report 
should be distributed with the minutes and that machinery should be set up to secure reactions 
from the general faculty. 
Mr. Harden stated that no action was needed on the part of the Council because the original 
motion directed the committee to report to the President of the University. However, he asked 
that the report be included with the minutes of the current meeting. 
REPORT BY COMMITTEE REGARDING ASSIGNMENT OF FACULTY MEMBERS TO DEPARTMENTS 
Mr. Harden presented a progress report in written form. He stated that point number two 
seemed to be the real question and asked whether the Council felt that the Committee was 
headed in the right direction. 
Mr. Ferrell questioned number 3 a. Mr. Harden stated that there was strong feeling among 
the committee members that there should be consistency from one department to another. 
The progress report is attached to the minutes. 
REPORT OF COMMITTEE CONCERNING PETITIONS FOR SELECTION OF DEPARTMENT HEADS 
Mr. Sweet reported that his committee had not been able to meet as yet, but that he had talked 
with President Bone and Dean Bond concerning the matter. He stated that his committee will 
re-examine the material entitled "Procedures Used in Selecting Department Heads" and issued 
in the minutes of March 16, 1966. 
DISCUSSION OF TENURE PROVISIONS IN RESPECT TO COLLEGE AND APT COMMITTEE 
PROCEDURES AND VOTING PRIVILEGES 
Mr. Kenneth Shaw presented a written report. Mr. Harden asked the Council whether it wished 
to re-examine or re-evaluate the relationship of tenure to serving on various University Com-
mittees and voting privileges. Mr. Sweet asked why we have to have tenure as a requirement 
for committees; he was in favor of eliminating it. Mro Bishop felt that we should keep the 
relationship and possibly restrict committee assignments and voting privileges to a greater 
extent. 
Mr. Shuman felt that the last paragraph paints the picture incorrectly because of the recent 
election of the Faculty Advisory and Hearing Panel which had to consist of tenured people. 
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Mr. Sweet moved that the chairman of the Council shall be authorized to select three faculty 
members who are not members of the Council to examine the requirement that faculty members 
have tenure to serve on Council committees and to report to the Council at its January meeting. 
Mr, Ferrell seconded the motion. The motion was carried by a voice vote. 
REPORT BY DEAN BOND CONCERNING THE PROPOSED COUNCIL OF TEACHER EDUCATION AND 
THE COUNCIL OF GENERAL EDUCATION 
Because of Dean Bond's absence from the Council meeting, this item was postponed until the 
December meeting. 
REPORT CONCERNING CODIFICATION OF POLICIES 
Mr. Kenneth Shaw presented the Council members with an outline of the proposed Code Book. 
He reported that Mr. William Kelly, a graduate assistant in Dr. Eric Johnson's office, was 
undertaking Part II, Supplies, Services, Facilities, and Procedures for Their Use. The contents 
of Part I, Organization will be based on Mr. Harden' s earlier work in this area and revisions 
from the five Vice Presidents. Part III, Policies will be obtained from a variety of sources 
such as: the By-Laws of the Board of Governors, Faculty Handbook, Civil Service Handbook, 
graduate and undergraduate catalogs, Student Teaching Handbook, Code of Student Life, 
University Council minutes, and announcements from the President and other administrative 
offices on campus • 
Mr. Shaw indicated that the Code Book should be ready by April 1, 1967. 
REPORT OF THE RETREAT COMMITTEE 
Mr. White, chairman of the Retreat Committee, reported that the Howard Johnson Motor Lodge 
could furnish accommodations for the retreat at a cost of $334 on December 9 and 10, 1966, if 
the Council wished to reschedule it for that time. The Council agreed to Mr. White's choice 
of place and time. 
Mr. White also reported that he had tentatively reserved the Hott Memorial Center in Monticello, 
Illinois for November 3 and 4, 1967, in order that the Council could have a place to hold a 
retreat next year if it so wished. 
ELECTIONS COMMITTEE 
Mr. Shuman, chairman of the Elections Committee, asked the Council for clarification as to 
who is eligible to vote on the amendments to the By-Laws of the University Council, 
Mr. Sweet moved that the eligibility defined in Article 4, Section 2 of the University Council 
By-Laws apply to any elections conducted in connection with Article 8. Mr, Legg seconded 
the motion. The motion carried. 
Mr. Shuman requested that the Council give him permission to have a set of IBM cards printed 
which would include information concerning each faculty member relevant to elections held by 
the Council. The Council agreed to let Mr. Shuman proceed with this matter. 
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REPORT CONCERNING THE GENERAL EDUCATION PROGRAM 
Dean Hermanowicz presented his report in written form and asked for Council action on item 6, 
which related to the future plans of the sub-committee as approved by the University Curriculum 
Committee. 
Mr. Drew moved that the Council approve the statement presented. Mr. Perry seconded the 
motion. The motion carried. Item 6 is attached to the minutes • 
REPORT CONCERNING UNIVERSITY HEALTH INSURANCE PLAN 
Mr. David Wiant presented the attached report to the Council members. 
ELECTION OF COMMITTEE FOR SELECTION OF HEAD OF THE ENGLISH DEPARTMENT 
Mr. Bishop moved that the Council postpone action on this matter. Mr. Perry seconded the 
motion. 
The voting was as follows: 
Voting "Yes" 
1. Ferman Bishop 
2 • George Drew 
3. Warren Perry 
4 • Eunice Speer 
The motion failed. 
Voting "No" 
1. John Ferrell 
2 • Kenneth Fitch 
3 . Warren Harden 
4 • Lewis Legg 
5 • Mary Rozum 
6. Stanley Shuman 
7 • David Sweet 
8. Charles White 
9. Eric Johnson 
Mr. Bishop wished to be recorded as abstaining from voting in the election which followed. 
Mr. Shuman was elected to represent the Council and Mr. Mark Plummer was elected as one 
of the two Council or non-Council members who are not members of the English Department. 
After balloting four times, a tie between Miss Chiles and Mr. Wheeler was resolved by draw-
ing Mr. Wheeler's name out of a hat. He will serve as the third member to be elected by the 
Council. 
ELECTION OF COMMITTEE TO INVESTIGATE POSSIBLE MEMBERSHIP IN THE FOUR SEASONS 
Mr. Sweet moved that the nominees suggested by the Executive Committee be approved. 
Mr. Drew seconded the motion. The motion carried. Eleanor Dilks, Tom Edwards, and 
Curtis Tannahill will serve on the committee. 
INTERPRETATION Of STATEMENT OF POLICY FOR APT MATTERS 
Miss Ruth Yates, chairman of the Faculty Status Committee, presented the attached material 
concerning a recent interpretation of the Statement of Policy for APT matters by the Committee. 
Mr. Ferrell moved to accept the statement as presented by the Faculty Status Committee. 
Miss Speer seconded the motion. 
The voting was as folbws: 
Voting "Yes" 
1. Ferman Bishop 
2 • George Drew 
3 • John Ferrell 
4. Kenneth Fitch 
The motion carried. 
5 • Warren Harden 
6. Lewis Legg 
7. Warren Perry 
8. Mary Rozum 
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9. Stanley Shuman 
1 0. Eunice Speer 
11 . David Sweet 
12. Charles White 
REPORT OF JOINT FACULTY POLICY COMMITTEE 
13. Eric Johnson 
Mr. Elwood Egelston presented the report that is attached to the minutes. He stated that the 
Joint Faculty Policy Committee is concerned with many of the same matters as the Faculty 
Salary Committee. 
The Council accepted the report as presented. 
AMENDMENTS TO THE UNIVERSITY COUNCIL BY-LAWS 
Mr. Harden asked the Council Nhat they wished to do in terms of Article 3, Section 3. 
Mr. Legg, a member of the Editorial Committee, said that the word "shall" was intended to be 
used and not the word "should" and therefore he moved that "shall" be substituted for "should" 
in the amendments as presented to the faculty for balloting. Mr. Drew seconded the motion. 
The voting was as follows: 
Voting "Yes" Voting "No" Present 
1 • George Drew 1 • John Ferrell 5. Stanley Shuman 1. Ferman Bishop 
2. Lewis Legg 2. Kenneth Fitch 6. Eunice Speer 2. Eric Johnson 
3 • Warren Perry 3. Warren Harden 7. David Sweet 
4 • Mary Rozum 8. Charles White 
The motion failed. 
The amendments will be printed as submitted with the minutes of September 21, 1966. 
COMMUNICATIONS 
Faculty Advisory and Hearing Committee Panel 
Mr. Harden read a letter from Mr. Gilmore in which he reported that Ralph Smith was chosen 
as chairman of the group and that Elwood Egelston, Louise Farmer, and Walter Kohn were 
elected to the Faculty Advisory Committee. 
Larsen Lecture Committee 
Mr. Harden reported that Miss Margaret Parret, chairman of the committee, had asked that the 
Council set aside $220 for the Larsen Lecture. 
Miss Speer made the motion that $220 be given to the Larsen Lecture Committee. Mr. Fitch 
seconded the motion. The motion carried by a voice vote. 
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ADJOURNMENT 
Mr. Ferrell moved that the meeting be adjourned. Miss Speer seconded the motion. The motion 
carried. 
Following an executive session, Mr. White moved that the Council accept the President's 
recommendations of Dr. Roger Champagne for Head of the Department of History and Dr. Vernon 
Pohlmann, for Head of the Department of Sociology-Anthropology. Miss Speer seconded the 
motion. The motion carried by a voice vote. 
The meeting was adjourned at 11:15 p.m. 
Respectfully submitted, 
Warren Harden, Chairman 
Mary Rozum, Secretary 
WH/MR:kb 
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STATEMENT OF POLICY 
TEACHER EVALUATION BOARD 
November l, 1966 
1. The primary purpose of the evaluation will be for instructor self-improvement, which 
will contribute to the improvement of the overall instruction of the University. 
2. The evaluation will be on a voluntary basis with all faculty encouraged to use it. 
3. All instructors who use the evaluation will be encouraged to have all their classes fill 
out the evaluation. 
4. Evaluation results will be made available only to the instructor evaluated, and he may 
use them as he desires. 
5. An attempt will be made to provide the faculty with a general statement regarding the 
evaluation results without identifying individual instructors. 
6. The Board will first use an evaluation form used at some other university and already 
proven reliable and valid, such as the Purdue Rating Scale for Instruction. 
Teacher Evaluation Board 
Dr. Claude Dillinger 
Dr. Benjamin Keeley 
Dr. Gary Rams eyer 
Dr. Stanley Wold 
Mr. · Ronald Lyford, chairman 
Mr. Steven McNett 
Mr. Michael McPherson 
Mr. Larry Rasmussen 
I 
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TO: President Robert G. Bone DATE: November 15, 1966 
FROM: Committee Established by the University Council: George Drew; John Ferrell; 
Stanley Shuman; Arthur Watterson; Benjamin Keeley, Chairman 
RE: Recommended Procedures for the Evaluation of Heads of Departments and College 
Deans 
1 , Statement of Policy 
A university is a community of scholars whose effectiveness demands, among other factors, 
an atmosphere of academic freedom, individual integrity, trust, and mutual respect. No 
system of university rules and regulations, policies and procedures is able to maintain the 
community so that it can function adequately unless these conditions are present. 
Although other persons play a critical role, the quality of a university is depe_ndent upon the 
quality of its faculty, for it is the faculty who is assigned the responsibility for carrying out 
its major functions: teaching, research, and service. Although given individuals are 
assigned the responsibility for carrying out specific tasks, all activities on any campus are 
interrelated. Important decisions affecting the operation of the university cannot be carried 
out in isolation. It is essential that a highly sophisticated level of inter-communication 
and joint decision-making be an integral part of any significant university operation. This 
is true regardless of whether one is referring to program planning, staffing needs, budgetary 
requirements, long range development, or the evaluation of personnel. Because of these 
considerations, faculty and administration together (although using these terms as though 
they suggested dichotomous entities is an unfortunate custom), along with the student body, 
make up the total university community. To erect barriers between faculty and administra-
tion, to consider the two areas antithetical to each other, to allow communications to break 
down between the two, is a certain way of destroying the larger community which is the 
university . 
Related to this is the need in any organization that authority and responsibility be coordi-
nated, Each of the two must necessarily be closely tied to the other: responsibility 
without authority is ineffectual; authority without responsibility is dangerous. 
Ultimately, the President is held accountable for the operation of the University. While 
he may wisely involve the faculty, department heads, and deans in numerous decisions, 
both procedural and substantive, the final authority belongs to the President because the 
final responsibility is his. The same principle carries to the lower administrative levels 
of the colleges and the departments. While the deans need to involve heads and faculty 
in policy decisions regarding their respective colleges, the primary responsibility at the 
college level belongs to the college deans . Similarly, heads will involve faculty in 
decisions regarding departmental policy, but the responsibility and, therefore, the primary 
authority at the departmental level belongs to the heads. This, in effect, means that in 
decision-making, both administrative and faculty personnel will be integrally and cooper-
atively involved, but in the final analysis, the primary responsibility and, hence, the 
primary authority at each level of operation rests in the hands of its chief administrative 
officer. 
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Any system of evaluation needs to be consistent with the chain of responsibility and author-
ity in the university structure. However, s ince the work of heads and deans touches many 
individuals at many levels of university organization, it is essential that persons working 
at these points of contact be involved in the evaluative process. For example, since some 
of the more important aspects of the performance of a department head in carrying out his 
many responsibilities can be adequately appraised only by the faculty of his department, 
faculty opinion is a sine qua !!.QI!. of any system of evaluation. On the other hand, since the 
evaluation of a department head can most meaningfully be carried out within a purview of 
his total set of responsibilities and in the context of an evaluation of the total department, 
faculty opinion can be only one portion of the total evaluation complex. Similarly, since 
some aspects of the performance of college deans in carrying out their many responsibilities 
can be adequately appraised only by the department heads in his college, the opinion of 
these heads is necessary for an adequate system of evaluation, but such opinion can be 
only one portion of the total evaluation complex. 
In both cases, then, neither heads nor deans can act alone if an effective evaluation system 
is to be maintained. That is to say, whereas the head may be the principle authority at the 
departmental level and the dean at the college level, neither can act arbitrarily nor indepen-
dently of the judgement of others. In those instances in which a divergence of opinion exists 
between a department and its head or between a college and its dean on a matter of conse-
quence, it is the responsibility of the head and the dean to communicate this fact accurately 
and completely. 
In summary, although many individuals may be involved in a system of evaluation, the level 
of authority is an extension of that of the Board, the President, the Vice President for 
Academic Affairs, the deans, the heads, and the faculty. Without an adequate chain of 
authority, there may be anarchy. While any organization does well to act as a team, au-
thority cannot be so diffused that decisions cannot be made. It is apparent that administra-
tors must be concerned with much more than the popularity of every decision they make. 
Although the concept of a community of scholars implies that all of its members are con-
cerned with the welfare of the University, administrators are the persons who are specifi-
cally charged with the responsibility for its over-all welfare. 
In conclusion, it should be stressed that the basic objectives of any evaluation is the 
improvement of the University, its staff, and its programs. To look upon it in other terms 
is inimical to the long-range interests of Illinois State University. 
It is with these factors in mind that the committee makes the following recommendations, 
II. Basic Facts, Illinois System 
A. According to the By-Laws, Governing Policies and Practices of the Board of Governors of 
State Colleges and Universities of Illinois: "While administrative officials who have 
faculty status may achieve tenure under the regulations of the Board, this tenure refers 
to their status as faculty members only , Administrative assignments, including depart-
ment headships, are made by the Board on an annual basis upon the recommendation of 
the President." 
B. However, departmenf heads and deans are generally appointed with the informal under-
standing that they can expect reappointment unless in the judgement of the President a 
reappointment is not congruent with the best interest of the University. 
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III. Recommended Evaluation Procedures - Department Heads 
A. The main objective of a system for the evaluation of department heads is to provide 
a means to assess and so assist them in the performance of the many responsibilities 
with which they are charged. 
B. Since the evaluation of a department head is primarily the responsibility of the dean 
of his college, decision for beginning the process res ts with him. 
C. In his evaluation procedure, the dean will consult with and keep continuously 
informed the Vice President For Academic Affairs. 
D. In his evaluation, the dean will consider all of the responsibilities or functions of 
the department head. A statement of such responsibilities will be prepared for each 
department. Although there may be variations, such a statement will typically 
include such functions as the recruitment of staff, the evaluation of staff, the 
maintenance of staff morale, schedule planning, program development, cooperation 
with other departments, and the student advisement system. Even though faculty 
are involved in many of these tasks and may be delegated the responsibility for 
carrying out one or more of them, the primary responsibility for them remains with 
the head. It is in terms of these stated responsibilities that any evaluation can 
meaningfully be carried out. 
E. The evaluation of the heads shall be carried out annually. The dean will consult 
directly with each person whom he regards appropriate in order to obtain as complete 
and as accurate an understanding as he can about each department and each head 
in his college. Accordingly, the interviews will be considered confidential and the 
name of the faculty member will not be identified with any statements he makes 
without his permission. A staff member being interviewed will be made to understand 
that false and malicious statements constituting a breach of ethical conduct will 
not be tolerated and that the confidentiality of the interview under these circum-
stances will no longer be assured. 
F. At least once during each four year period a more intensive evaluation shall be 
executed. As a part of the more intensive evaluation, every faculty member of the 
department who is not leave shall be consulted. 
G. In assessing information obtained from individuals, the dean will take into account, 
to the extent possible, the reliability of each individual source. 
H. In accumulating information concerning departmental operations and the performance 
of each department head, the dean will study the approved minutes of the depart-
ment and its annual reports. When available, the dean will also study the periodic 
evaluations made of departments by off-campus consultants. 
I. At least once each year, the dean will consult with each department head about the 
developments, plans, and problems of his department. He will bring to the attention 
of the department head, when appropriate, any relevant comments made by the 
various sources of information. 
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J. The dean, having consulted with the Vice President for Academic Affairs and with 
the President, shall communicate to the department head an assessment of his work, 
whether reappointment as department head is to be made for the forthcoming academic 
year, and a recommended salary. 
K. The dean annually shall submit to the Faculty Status Committee for its review a 
statement indicating for each head whether reappointment as head is recommended 
and a recommended salary for the forthcoming year. 
IV. Recommended Evaluation Procedures: Deans 
A. The main objective of the evaluation of deans is to encourage and assist them 
through continual assessment to carry out the responsibilities of their offices in 
the most effective and efficient manner possible. 
B. Since the evaluation of deans is primarily the responsibility of the Vice President for 
Academic Affairs, the initiative for beginning the process rests with him. 
C . In his evaluation procedure, the Vice President will consult with and keep 
mntinuously informed the President of the University. 
D. In his evaluation, the Vice President will consider all of the responsibilities or 
functions of each of the deans. A list of such responsibilities will be provided for 
each dean. 
E. The Vice President will consult with each person whom he regards appropriate in 
order to obtain as complete and as accurate an understanding as he can about the 
office and activities of each dean. 
F. The evaluation of deans shall be carried out annually. 
G. In assessing information obtained from individuals, the Vice President will take 
into account, to the extent possible, the reliability of each individual source. 
H. When available, the Vice President will study the annual reports prepared by deans 
and any evaluations made by off-campus consultants. 
I. At least once each year, the Vice President will consult with each dean about the 
developments, plans, and pr·::>blems of his office. He will bring to the attention 
of the dean, when appropriate, any relevant comments made by the various sources 
of information, but the individual sources may not be identified except in special 
circumstances mentioned with reference to the evaluation of department heads. 
J. The Vice President, having consulted with the President, shall communicate to the 
dean an assessment of his work, whether reappointment as dean is to be made for 
the forthcoming academic year, and a recommended salary. 
K. The Vice President annually shall submit to the Faculty Status Committee for its 
review, a statement indicating for each dean whether reappointment as dean is 
recommended and a recommended salary for the forthcoming year. 
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TO: Benjamin Keeley, Chairman 
FROM: George M. Drew, Jr. , Member of Committee 
RE: Minority Statement to Recommended Procedures for the Evaluation of Heads of 
Departments and Academic Deans 
DATE: October 27, 1966 
As a member of the Committee for the Evaluation of Department Heads and Deans, I enjoyed 
working with colleagues in an interesting but difficult task. A sincere attempt was made by all 
members of this committee to solve in an equitable fashion the related problems which were 
identified. While the introductory paragraphs of the tentative report recognize the significance 
of involving faculty in policies and functions of the University, the utilization of the faculty 
seems to be curtailed in the recommendations of the committee which finally emerged. It is my 
opinion that the tentative report, while commendable in many respects, has some omissions, 
which I think are of great enough significance to comp.el me to append a minority statement. 
I do this with the view that a final report will set a precedent, and I want to help contribute to 
a course which I think is in the best interests of the University. While the committee report 
does cover the evaluation of academic deans, I have chosen to limit my statement to the 
relationship of department heads to faculty. 
In my opinion, the report is lacking in several areas. Following is a listing of these areas as 
well as my recommendations for them. 
The areas are: 
1 , a doubtful theoretical view regarding the role of the faculty 
2. the absence of an evaluative instrument 
3. an insufficient system of checks and balances for representative government 
4. insufficient adherence to democratic processes. 
My recommendations for the abovementioned areas are: 
1. I view the relationship between a faculty and a department head as being different from a 
regular line-and-staff or chain-of-command relationship. The responsibility of the 
department is not in question. He does have delegated responsibility and the faculty must 
respect it. However, there is another dimension which places department heads and faculty 
of a University in a unique relationship not found in many other administrative structures. 
That is the peer-like relationship. By professional education and experience, some faculty 
members might have credentials and insights that are superior to those of department heads, 
but by virtue of choice , these outstanding individual faculty members are not serving in 
administrative capacities. To deny this peer-like relationship is to equate a community of 
scholars with an army or a corporate structure. 
2. An instrument should be constructed which will objectively evaluate the leadership and 
performance of the department heads. I have always assumed this was the intent of the 
University Council when it voted to evaluate department heads. 
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3. A department head should be privileged to veto a majority decision of the faculty, but the 
faculty should be privileged to overcome the veto power of the department head by a 
two-thirds vote. 
4. In my definition of the term, administration must be given its proper role of facilitating the 
instruction of the learners; it cannot do this without reflecting the collective thinking of a 
professionally qualified faculty. This requires faith in the democratic processes of 
representative government. If a learned faculty is not entrusted with the right of franchise 
in the matter of evaluating a department head, then democracy would not prevail at a 
university. This would in turn be a violation of public trust, for the primary reason that a 
faculty performs the single-most important task for which the public created the university, 
namely, the guiding of learning. Administrators are employed to facilitate this learning 








Special Sub Committee (Bond, Harden, Legg, Shuman, White) 
November 11, 1966 
APT procedures for faculty members with dual appointments or major-minor 
assignments: Progress Report 
1 . The problems considered by this committee are large enough that only a partial report is 
possible at this time, with guidelines being established for the remainder of this year 
which should be re-examined in the fall of 1967. 
2. Proportionately the largest problem is in relation to the laboratory schools. Some 
fundamental questions about the nature and purpose of these schools need to be answered 
which would have a bearing upon the questions under consideration by this committee. 
Are they model schools, schools for student teaching or experimental schools? 
3. The committee affirms the desirability of the maintenance of professional ties, regardless 
of where the faculty member is devoting the major portion of his time. (This is particularly 
true of faculty members in the laboratory schools,) As a consequence, the committee 
recommends that in the careof major-minor assignments: 
a. The faculty member will vote for APT matters and will be eligible to serve on 
APT committees only where his major assignment is . 
b. The faculty member will be judged for APT purposes both by the major and 
minor departments, the major responsibility being that of the APT committee of 
the major department. 
c. The recruitment and employment of laboratory school faculty is a joint 
responsibility of the head of the related department and the principal of the 
laboratory school. Approval by both persons is mandatory; arbitration if 
necessary will be by the Dean of the Faculty. 
d. The faculty member who has a minor assignment or rank in a department will 
be welcome at department meetings and may, upon the invitation of the majority 
of the department, vote on curricular matters. Such full participation we 
believe should be encouraged as institutional policy. In case a department 
elects to include faculty members whose assignment in that department is 
minor, the combined vote of such minor faculty members may not exceed 25% 
of the vote cast on any curricular issue. 
e. In the case of voting for department heads or for department head selection 
committees, a faculty member may vote only in the major department. 
f. In voting in all-college and all-university elections a faculty member may vote 
in or represent the college of his choice, provided he has rank or a teaching 
assignment in that college, such choice to be made prior to January 1 , 19 6 7 . 
g. In the case of joint appointments, which must be accompanied by a written 
agreement, the agreement shall state where the faculty member will vote on 
APT, departmental, college and university matters. 
h. The Faculty Status Committee will be charged with the responsibility of especially 
careful review of the APT recommendations for all faculty who have cross-
departmental assignments . 
4. Recognizing that interdepartmental activity is a two-way street, the committee affirms the 
need of a supervisory board for the laboratory schools, the majority of which will consist of 
persons representing the teaching areas of laboratory school personnel, no department 
being represented by more than one person on such a board. 
-16-
THE RELATIONSHIP OF TENURE TO SERVING ON VARIOUS UNIVERSITY COMMITTEES AND 
VOTING PRIVILEGES 
1 . University Council 
A. Regular faculty members who have had the rank of instructor or higher at Illinois State 
University for at least one year shall be eligible for election to the University Council, 
unless they are on leave at the time of the election, or have requested leave for the 
whole or part of the following academic year, or are on disability leave under the 
University Retirement System. 
B. Regular faculty members who have the rank of instructor or higher, with the exception 
of persons who are on leave or disability are eligible to vote for Council members. 
Prior to each election, the office of the Vice President for Academic Affairs shall provide 
the Election Committee with a list of eligible voters. The Committee shall make copies 
of this list available to any faculty member. 
2. APT 
A. University Faculty Status Committee 
1. President, Dean of Faculty, and 6 faculty members with tenure. 
2. Faculty members are elected by University Council. 
B. College APT Committee 
1. Dean and 6 faculty members with tenure (when there are 5 or more departments within 
the college) . 
2. Dean and 3 faculty members with tenure (when there are 4 or less departments within 
the college) . 
C. Department APT Committee 
1. A majority of the members of the APT Committee must have tenure unless there are not 
enough tenured faculty to make this possible. 
2. Participation in election - Only permanent department members having completed at 
least one semester at the University. 
3. Faculty Advisory and Hearing Committee Panel - 15 members 
A. Each department nominates one faculty member on tenure. 
B. Elected by faculty. 
4. Committee on Selection of College Deans 
A. Three faculty members chosen from and by the regular, full-time members of the college 
involved, and on the staff for a full academic year. 
B. All regular full-time staff members eligible to vote. 
5. Committees for Selection of Department Heads 
A. If five member committee, the Council elects two and the department elects two (one 
must be on tenure) and the president names one. 
B. If seven member committee, the Council elects three, the department elects three (two 
must have tenure in the department) and the president names one. 
C. All full-time regular staff members (instructor or higher) ~re eligible to vote for the two 
department representatives. 
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6. Committee on Committees 
A. Six faculty members are appointed by the President from nominations submitted by the 
University Council. 
7. Committee on Future Development 
A. Three teaching faculty are elected by University Council 
8. University Building Committee 
A. Five persons chosen by University Council. 
9. Faculty Sa"lary Schedule Committee 
A. Four faculty members - one from each academic rank elected by the faculty. 
10. Curriculum Committee 
Selected by Committee on Committees 
1. University Council 
2. Faculty Status Committee 









4. Department APT Committee (Majority must have tenure) 
5. Faculty Advisory and Hearing Committee Panel 
6. Committee to Select College Deans 
7. Committee for Selection of Department Heads 
A. If 2 elected by department, one must have tenure. 
B. If 3 elected by department, two must have tenure. 
8. Committee on Committees 
9. Committee on Future Development 
10. University Building Committee 








Also examined was the actual per cent of tenured people serving on committees. Information was 
obtained from the publication, University Committee System - February 1, 1966-January 1, 1967. 
It was discovered that 70% of those appointed to committees and boards were tenured faculty 
members and 30% were non-tenured. 75% of the committee and board chairmen were tenured and 
25% were non-tenured . 
.rn addition, approximately 88% of those serving on the Standing Committees of the University 
Council, as indicated in the October 19 minutes of the Council, were tenured faculty members . 
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FUTURE PLANS OF THE SUBCOMMITTEE ON GENERAL EDUCATION 
AS APPROVED BY THE UNIVERSITY CURRICULUM COMMITTEE 
1. Permission is requested from the University Council to report the Subcommittee recommenda--
tions to: 
A. A meeting of all department heads and acting deans with time available for questions and 
discussion. 
B. A meeting of the general faculty shortly following the department heads and deans meeting. 
(1) This meeting will be one of largely reporting the recommendations and 
procedures employed. 
(2) Each faculty member will receive a written copy of the recommendations shortly 
after the general faculty meeting. A sheet will be attached to the recommenda-
tions whereby each faculty member may send to the Subcommittee his objections 
or suggestions relevant to the proposed program. 
(3) It will be requested that the recommendations be discussed in each of the 29 
departments of the University. 
(4) Each department will elect one representative and along with the department 
head, the two shall serve on a committee to discuss the general education 
proposal with the subcommittee (the Committee of 58). The Committee of 58 
should also include the Director of Admissions, the Dean of the Faculty, and 
the Dean of Students, as well as the Acting Deans of the Colleges and members 
of the University Curriculum Committee. 
2. The Committee of 58 shall serve in an advisory capacity to the Subcommittee on General 
Education. Three meetings will be held between the Committee of 58 and the Subcommittee 
on General Education. At the conclusion of the three meetings, a final set of recommenda-
tions regarding general education will be presented to the University Curriculum Committee 
and, if approved , to the Univers i ty Council. The University Council has the final authority 
for approval or non-approval of the proposed general education program. 
November 1 6 , 19 6 6 
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UNIVERSITY HEALTH AND ACCIDENT INSURANCE PROGRAM 
House Bill #1079 which was presented by the General Assembly became effective January l, 
1966. This program provided for contribution by the State of Illinois of $3 for family and 
$2 for individuals towards a recognized health insurance program. 
A part of the legislation provides for a health insurance plan offered by the State. Preliminary 
information indicates that the plan will be considerably more expensive for coverage compar-
able to that now provided by Illinois State University ' s group pian under Blue Cross-Blue Shield 
and Connecticut General. 
This University has been fortunate in that there has not been an increase since May, 1960; 
the Blue Cross-Blue Shield plan having grown from 309 to 1020 and the Connecticut General 
plan having grown from 271 participants to a present 850 . In addition, through negotiations 
with Blue Cross-Blue Shield, we have established a merit ret3ntion formula which guarantees, 
after ten years, as much as a 94. 7% return to the group of the gross premium paid. Return 
to the group includes benefits paid or the combination benefits paid and premium refund equal 
to 94. 7%. 
Connecticut General has been approved since the installation of the major medical plan from 
$100 corridor 80-20 coinsurance, $10,000 per disability to a $75 corridor 80-20 coinsurance, 
$15,000 per disability plus the addition of $ 3000 accidental death for an individual subscriber 
and $6000 for a family subscriber. Premium refunds have been made for the past several years 
and are again scheduled for this year from both companies. 
In summary, we have a good health and accident insurance program which appears to be 
superior to that which will be offered under the Illinois State Employees insurance benefit act. 
David T. Wiant 
Director of Non-Academic Personnel 
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TO: Members of the University Council 
FROM: Faculty Status Committee 
RE: Interpretations of the Statement of Policy for APT Matters 
The recently adopted plan for handling APT matters goes into effect this year. It is the 
responsibility of the committees involved in its operation to interpret the provisions outlined 
in the statement of policy. To insure that the interpretations of the Faculty Status Committee 
are approved by the University Council, we request the Council's consideration of them at 
their November and December meetings. 
Item I 
The statement of policy clearly defines the hierarchical relationship between the Faculty Status 
Committee and the Departmental APT committees by the stipulations set forth in IV A Member-
ship, p. 5; IV B 3, 4, 5, p. 6. It does not as clearly define the hierarchical relationship 
between the Faculty Status Committee and the College APT Committees and college deans. 
In arriving at an interpretation the following questions have been considered by the Faculty 
Status Committee: 
1. Does the FSC have the responsibility for requesting evidence from the College APT 
Committees that it is adhering to the minimal requirements listed under III A p. 4? 
2. Does the FSC have the responsibility for questioning the dean of a college as to the 
adherence to procedures outlined in III B 3 , p. 5? 
3. In article III C 1 , p. 5 the college APT committee is instructed to formulate and distribute 
personal data sheets. Does the FSC have the responsibility for requesting verification 
that this is done? Should they review this and other criteria and procedures used by the 
college APT committee in gathering data on faculty members? 
Position agreed upon by the Faculty Status Committee: 
After considering these questions and because we believe it is the intent of the policy 
statement to provide an effective organization for channelling information from the 
individual faculty member to the President, the FSC has arrived at this interpretation: 
The FSC does have the responsibility for reviewing the membership requirements 
and policies of the College APT Committees and for questioning college deans on 








Ruth Yates, Chairman 
Those in attendance: 
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MINUTES OF JOINT FACUL1Y POLICY COMMITTEE 
MONDAY, OCTOBER 18, 1966 
NORMAL I ILLINOIS 
ISU Alice Ebel ITTC-N Robert Paine ITCC-S Vernon Brockman 
Joseph Goodman 
Robert Meredith 
Elwood Egelston Bruce Kirk 
Charles White 
EIU Donald Kluge 
Louise Murray 
Glenn Mcconkey 







The minutes of the meeting of May 10, 19 66, were approved as published. 
OLD BUSINESS 
The following are recommendations and requests made by the Joint Faculty Policy Committee 
followed by summaries of responses from Dr. McKelvey: 
1. Recommendation: That the Board of Governors instigate a state-wide comprehensive medical, 
hospital and life insurance plan for all personnel. 
Response: Board of Governors is sympathetic to an improvement in the present pro-
gram. The legislature has created a new State Employees Group 
Insurance Commission which is charged with the responsibility of 
preparing an insurance plan, which appears to be on a 5 0 - 5 0 basis, 
with the exception of hospitalization plans in which the state's contri-
bution would not exceed $ 7. 5 0 per month. The Board of Governors feels 
that it should cooperate with the State Commission and await the outcome 
of House Bill 1079 at the next session of the General Assembly. 
2. Recommendation: That the Board of Governors permit payroll deductions for faculty 
participation in the NEA sponsored "tax sheltered" annuity program, 
Response: Technically this is a salary reduction program rather than a payroll 
deduction. However, before giving further consideration we would like 
an authorized representative of the NEA to meet with Mr. Arthur Samoore 
for a full discussion of the problem. 
3. Recommendation: That the Board of Governors adopt an automatic annual increase of 1-1/2% 
in the base annuities of faculty pensioners sixty (60) years of age and 
over. 
Response: Referred to a letter from Edward S. Gibala, Executive Director of the 
State Universities Retirement System which indicated that this matter 
had been considered in 1964 by the Employees Advisory Committee to 
the Retirement Board, consisting of 21 faculty and staff members from 
each of the universities and agencies covered by the system and was 
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rejected as unsound. Mr. Gibala indicated he would be happy to meet 
with the members of the Committee to discuss the proposal as well as 
alternatives which have been considered by the advisory committee. 
4. Recommendation: That the Board of Governors designated the resident members of the JFPC 
from the college or university at which the board meeting is held as the 
official representative of the JFPC. It is the feeling of the JFPC that such 
a policy would facilitate both the work of the JFPC and the communication 
between the Board and the Committee. 
Response: Pleased to have the resident members of the JFPC attend the board 
meetings; however, they cannot be "official" delegates as there are 
other organizations which would like to have "official" representation 
and the Board believes this should not be done. 
5. Recommendation: That the Board consider a modification of the BY-LAWS, GOVERNING 
POLICIES AND PRACTICES as follows: (Page 26) Insert the words 
"ALLOCATED TO SALARY" after "amount of such grant". 
Response: The Board of Governors adopted the amendment as recommended. First 
sentence now reads: "When a faculty member receives a grant such as 
Fullbright Grant, he may be granted sabbatical leave without pay, and he 
may accept the grant provided the amount of such grant allocated to 
salary plus the amount of his salary on leave does not exceed his nor-
mal salary for the period of the sabbatical." 
6. Recommendation: That the Board consider a modification in the sick leave policy by 
changing the number of days for illness/disability from 15 to 60 days 
in the first year of service, and extend cumulative maximum from 60 to 
120 days. 
Response:* The Council of Presidents recommends an increase to 20 days in first 
year of service and no change in cumulative maximum of 60 days, since 
disability takes over at this point. Council of Presidents recommenda-
tion approved by the Board and included in revised By-Laws , etc. 
7. Recommendation: That if the Board of Governors considers revision in the By-Laws, 
Policies and Practices; that the JFPC be contacted for faculty opinion 
and that provision be made for faculty participation in the revision process. 
Response:* The Council of Presidents concurred that "when any major revision of 
By-Laws, Governing Policies and Practices is undertaken that JFPC will 
participate" . 
8 • . Recommendation: That the minimum number of days (180) be excluded from the policy state-
ment; "The school year must consist of a minimum of 180 days with vaca-
tions and holidays arranged by each university." 
Response:* The Council of Presidents believes that the freedom of the president and of 
each institution to determine the calendar year is not seriously affected by 
9. Request for 
Clarification: 
Response: 
10. Request for 
Clarification: 
Response: 




this prov1s1on, thus, recommended no change. (Council of Presidents 
recommendation accepted by the Board.) 
What is the dollar value of salary increases for instructors and assistant 
professors without the earned doctorate who are now receiving the 
maximum salary under the former ceiling? Are the increments $20 and 
$40, or are then:! conditions under which larger increments might be 
granted? 
"All schools reported, with one exception, that salary increases were 
limited to increases of $20 or $40, and there were no conditions under 
which larger increments might be granted:• The institution which was 
the exception made three increases of $ 60. 
Can a "new" staff member without the doctorate be hired at a salary 
greater than $1040, as an Assistant Professor? (Or at a salary greater 
than that provided for instructors under the old ceiling?) 
A "new" staff member without the doctorate could be employed at a 
salary greater than $1040, as an Assistant Professor, or at a salary 
greater than that for instructors under the old ceiling. This limitation 
was never indicated and we could employ new staff up to the new 
ceiling if necessary. 
Is it possible that a person presently on a staff and receives the maximum 
for his rank ($1040 for an Assistant Professor) would be limited to a $20 
or $40 increase, while a person now on the staff at a lesser salary e.g. 
$1020, would be eligible for a $60, $80, or $100 increase because he is 
not technically "at the top" of the scale? 
"Yes, a person presently on the staff receivillJ the maximum of that rank 
would be limited to a $ 20 or $40 increase , while a person now on the 
staff below the old ceilings would be eligible for and did receive 
increases of $20, $60, $80 or more. Staff members whose work was 
rated well were included in this groupj for almost all cases, however, 
the increase did not bring these persons beyond $1080 or $940." 
*Recommendation of Council of Presidents. 
SICK LEAVE BENEFITS 
A discussion ensued relative to JFPC's recommendation to increase the number of day s for 
illness/disability and the subsequent recommendation by the Council of Presidents followed 
by the Board's decision. 
Goodman/Novak moved to defer a ction on any re commendation until the December meeting. 
During the interim a study will be made by the members of the JFPC to determine present cost, 
the possible additional cost , and what benefits are offered at comparable institutions. The 
motion carried • 
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MANDATORY RETIREMENT AT AGE 65 FOR ADMINISTRATORS 
Consideration was given to the Board's proposal that it be mandatory for all administrators, 
including department and division heads, to retire at age 65. This is subsequent to the 
Board's action in February making it mandatory for Presidents, Vice Presidents , and Provosts 
to retire at age 65. 
Brockman/Canon moved that the JFPC go on record as being in opposition to compulsory 
retirement of all administrative personnel other than Presidents, Vice Presidents and Provosts 
at age 65. Motion carried. 
EXECUTIVE ASSISTANTS 
Reference was made to the following communication from Dr. McKelvey: "The title of 
executive assistant is intended to cover and does cover such positions as business manager, 
director of physical plant, et cetera, where it is not considered good practice, as in the case 
of the presidents , to provide for tenure. " 
It was the consensus of the Committee to ask Dr. McKelvey for further clarification by 
listing all positions covered by this title. 
ASSOCIATE PROFESS OR WITHOUT AN EARNED DOCTORATE 
A long discussion ensued relative to the possible liberalization of the policy which permits 
the promotion of a faculty member to the rank of Associate Professor without the earned doctor-
ate. The criteria established at Northern and Illinois State were suggested as possible guide-
lines for the other institutions. It was the consensus of the Committee to defer action until the 
December meeting. 
GROUP LIFE AND HEALTH AND HOSPITALIZATION INSURANCE 
It was agreed that member institutions would share the details of their present group plans 
with one another which may enable institutions to gain additional benefits. 
NEPOTISM 
Goodman/Meredith moved that number 13 on page 38 of the "By-Laws, Governing Policies 
and Practices" (in effect 10/1/61 and as revised by Board action 7 /15/63) be modified by 
deleting the second paragraph which reads as follows: "When the employment of more than 
one member of the same family occurs, only one of the members may obtain tenure. The other 
position will be considered as a part-time or temporary position." The motion carried. 
Novak/Murray moved that Art White express the Committee's appreciation to the ISU 
Administration for their hospitality and lovely luncheon. Motion carried. 
The meeting adjourned at 3: 15 p.m. 
DEFER UNTIL DECEMBER MEETING 
1. Statement on Academic Freedom 
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2. Professional negotiations commission 
3. Promotion to Associate Professor without an earned doctorate 
4, Liberalization of reimbursement for travel 
AGENDA: 
1. Statement on Academic Freedom 
2. Professional negotiations commission 
3, Promotion to Associate Professor without an earned doctorate 
4, Liberalization of reimbursement for travel 
5. Sick leave benefits 
6. Group Life and Health and Hospitalization Insurance 
7. Clarification of position Executive Assistant 
NEXT MEETING: 10 a. m. Monday, December 6, 1966, at Illinois Teachers College North. 
Glenn Mcconkey 
Chairman 
Donald A. Kluge 
Secretary 
